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1 . The amendment filed 10/10/07 is objected to under 35 U.S.C. 132(a) because it 
introduces new matter into the disclosure. 35 U.S.C. 132(a) states that no amendment 
shall introduce new matter into the disclosure of the invention. The added material 
which is not supported by the original disclosure is as follows: the newly added 
definition of x, y and z. Applicants have attempted to insert a definition for x, y and z 
many times during the prosecution of this application. Each time the amendment is 
objected to as being new matter. Applicants are reminded that the original specification 
did not define x, y or z at all, so any newly added value (whether the upper limit be 20 
as it is now or 100 as was added in the amendment dated 1/22/07) will be new matter. 

Applicant is required to cancel the new matter in the reply to this Office Action. 

2. Claims 6 and 7 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. 

The language in these claims is confusing in that it allows for more than 100 
parts by weight of the total weight of polyol prepolymer chain extender. Since the 
silicone is present in an amount of from about 4 to about 38 parts by weight of 1 00 parts 
by weight of total polyol prepolymer chain extender, only from about 96 to about 62 
parts by weight amine per 100 parts by weight of total polyol prepolymer chain extender 
can be present. This claim allows for much more than this. This is confusing. 

3. As an aside, the Examiner notes that claim 8 has been cancelled. See page 3 of 
the amendments filed 10/10/07. This contrasts with that noted in the REMARKS section 
of applicants’ response. 

4. The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. Code not included in this action can 
be found in a prior Office action. 
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5. Claims 1, 2, 4, 5, 18 and 19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over WO 02/10255, herein Herzig et al. 

Applicants have not amended any of these claims and this rejection relies on the 
same rationale as noted in previous office actions. Applicants' response is not persuas- 
ive in establishing any unexpected results. The Examiner notes that each of applicants’ 
arguments were made in previous responses and were not found to be persuasive at 
that time. To this extent, compare the first full paragraph on page 12 of the instant 
remarks with the paragraph starting on the bottom of page 12 of the remarks filed 
1/22/07; compare the second full paragraph on page 12 of the instant remarks with the 
arguments starting on line 4 on page 13 of the remarks dated 1/22/07; compare the 
third full paragraph on page 12 of the instant remarks with the first full paragraph on 
page 13 of the remarks filed 1/22/07; compare the last paragraph on page 12 of the 
instant remarks with the last paragraph on page 13 of the remarks dated 1/22/07. 

Applicants appear to be simply rehashing issues and arguments that were 
previously indicated as being unpersuasive. Note for instance the comments in the final 
office action dated 4/10/07. In lack of any new or persuasive arguments, this rejection 
is maintained. 

While applicants’ response stresses that Herzig does not teach stopping the 
reaction before it becomes a gel, note that the examples state that the product is free of 
gel formation. 

6. Claims 1, 2, 4, 5, 18 and 19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Raleigh et al. 

This rejection relies on the rationale of record and as such this will not be repeat- 
ed. Applicants’ traversal is not persuasive. They note that Raleigh teaches reacting the 
silicone polymers with possibly polycarbonates, but this does not take away from the 
fact that patentees also specifically teach polyamines. It is also noted that Raleigh 
claims thermoplastics, but this too does not take away from the teachings on column 4 
in Raleigh, upon which the Examiner relies for this rejection. 
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7. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 

use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 

States. 

8. Claims 1, 2, 4, 5, 18 and 19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being 
anticipated by Plueddemann. 

Plueddemann teaches organosilicon hydroxyalkyl-amine polymers that are the 
reaction product of an epoxy silicone and an amine compound. Column 5, lines 60 and 
on, teaches that it is preferred to have remaining amine group in the hydroxyalkyl-amine 
compound to subsequently react with other epoxide groups. This corresponds to a 
molar excess of amine. Particular attention is drawn to Example 17 in which a branched 
siloxane having a phenyl group is reacted with a molar excess of guanidine. This antici- 
pates the instant claims. Note that such a molar amount will correspond to a weight 
amount meeting claims 4 and 5. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Margaret G. Moore whose telephone number is 571- 
272-1090. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday and Wednesday to 
Friday, 10am to 4pm. 
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